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Mr. KYL. In this letter he notes that 

Gale Norton has in the past exhibited 
an understanding of the needs of Na-
tive Americans. She worked on one of 
the settlements when she was attorney 
general of Colorado that involved 
water and other issues relating to the 
Colorado Ute tribe. 

On other areas as well, President 
Begaye notes that she has an under-
standing of Indian issues which will 
make her a fine trustee. In all of these 
regards, it is clear that Gale Norton is 
well positioned to be a fine Secretary 
of Interior. 

I conclude with what I began—name-
ly, she is the kind of person who is able 
to bring people together to work on so-
lutions to problems that have been 
somewhat contentious. Because we are 
dealing with so many different needs 
and different groups of people with our 
western lands and resources, it is im-
portant to bring these groups together. 
She will do that and will make a strong 
Secretary of Interior. 

f 

NOMINATION OF JOHN ASHCROFT 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I rise briefly 
to discuss the nomination of another 
Cabinet official, the Attorney General, 
John Ashcroft. Hopefully, we will be 
able, on the Judiciary Committee, to 
have the vote on Attorney General des-
ignate Ashcroft tomorrow. We hope to 
have that meeting on Tuesday, at the 
very latest Wednesday. We are hoping 
to consider his nomination on the floor 
of the Senate and get that done by 
Thursday afternoon prior to the time 
that the Senate recesses for the week. 

It is important that this nomination 
be confirmed. There are a lot of things 
pending. The Attorney General is one 
of the officers of the Cabinet who is al-
ways on watch. There are all of the as-
sistant attorneys general, U.S. attor-
neys around the country who are look-
ing for guidance from Washington on a 
wide variety of matters. We have more 
terrorist issues that demand the atten-
tion of the Attorney General. My col-
leagues on both the Democratic and 
Republican side are interested in com-
mencing the process of judicial nomi-
nations to fill so many vacancies that 
exist. All of these and many more 
issues require an Attorney General who 
is active and in place. The sooner we 
can get the President’s nominee for At-
torney General confirmed, the better 
for the Nation. 

I will comment briefly on some com-
ments that have been made. One of my 
colleagues this morning spoke, as a 
matter of fact. The charges are pretty 
much the same. Let me summarize 
three or four things that have been 
said with regard to John Ashcroft and 
try to put them in proper context. 

One of my colleagues this morning 
commented on the floor that there is a 
new John Ashcroft. I would have 
thought that since they didn’t particu-

larly like the old John Ashcroft, this 
would be good news, but it turns out 
not to be. What they are basically say-
ing is, they don’t know which one to 
trust. You have the old John Ashcroft 
who, as a Member of the Senate, was 
pushing legislation to do this and legis-
lation to do that. Now as Attorney 
General, he says he will abide by the 
law. Well, which is it? The fact is, John 
Ashcroft has served in different capac-
ities in his life, and they are not al-
ways the same. 

As Members of the Senate, we put 
ideas forth. They are partisan ideas, 
they are philosophical ideas, and we de-
bate them. In the crucible of this insti-
tution, those ideas are put to tests. 
They are molded, and they are amend-
ed. And consensus develops around so-
lutions that we eventually will pass. 
None of us get our way on any of this 
legislation, but we all put it forth. We 
have our debates and then we move on. 

That is a very different position than 
the position of a judge or Attorney 
General. There you have to take the 
law as it is, and you have to apply it. 
You have to interpret it. You have to 
argue it to the court and so on. I, for 
the life me, cannot understand why 
some of my colleagues are not able to 
make this distinction. Perhaps they 
are able to and choose not to because it 
is an unfair criticism of John Ashcroft 
that he will not apply the law as he is 
required to do as Attorney General 
simply because, as a Member of the 
Senate, he argued for other positions. 

We can all walk and chew gum. We 
can all do different things at different 
times. There is nothing to suggest that 
John Ashcroft won’t do exactly what 
he swears he will do when he puts his 
hand on the Bible and swears to uphold 
the Constitution and the laws. He did 
that as attorney general of the State of 
Missouri. One should not expect that it 
would change if he is Attorney General 
of the United States. 

Secondly, there is this question of 
whether he would enforce laws with 
which he disagrees. Two thoughts 
about that: First, everyone is assuming 
he disagrees with certain laws that he 
doesn’t disagree with. The so-called 
FACE law, the freedom of access to 
clinics entrances law, he supports that 
law. He opposes abortion. Some of his 
opponents say if he opposes abortion, 
he therefore must oppose that law, and 
therefore he probably won’t enforce it. 
Wrong on two counts. You can oppose 
abortion and still support the law, as I 
do, as Senator Ashcroft does, which 
says that people should not be harassed 
when they want to lawfully go into a 
place which is a lawful place of busi-
ness. There is nothing inconsistent 
with opposing what goes on inside that 
office but upholding the law that says 
people have a right to enter. He has 
said he would do that. That is the sec-
ond point. 

I don’t know why people don’t believe 
that. There is nothing in his record to 

suggest he would not uphold that law. 
He supports the law. He says he will 
uphold it. I don’t understand why peo-
ple, therefore, in effect question his 
motivation or his commitment to 
abide by the oath he will take. That 
bothers me because it suggests they 
don’t trust John Ashcroft. Yet there 
isn’t a single Senator who has served 
with John Ashcroft who hasn’t, when 
asked to remark upon this, confirmed 
that, no, they understand his integrity 
and it is not that they don’t trust John 
Ashcroft. There is something else. 

I think it has to do with the fact that 
there are so many liberal special inter-
est groups that have a reason to oppose 
John Ashcroft because his views are 
not the same as theirs that it is forcing 
our colleagues then to say things that 
are inappropriate. Because to suggest 
that John Ashcroft is not a man of in-
tegrity and that he won’t keep his 
commitments is quite unfair to this 
fine and decent man. 

That finally brings me to the third 
point. My colleague, Senator LEAHY, 
ranking member of the Judiciary Com-
mittee on which I sit, made a very im-
portant point this morning with which 
I agree. He said the office of Attorney 
General is a little different than the 
other Cabinet positions in that there is 
a special kind of responsibility there. 
With most of the other Cabinet posi-
tions, there are policy issues and ad-
ministration involved, but there is not 
the necessity of upholding the rule of 
law. In that, Senator LEAHY was abso-
lutely correct. One could argue that 
there are a couple other Cabinet posi-
tions that also have a unique responsi-
bility. 

The Secretary of Defense, I am sure, 
would fall into that, protecting the 
American people, not just being inter-
ested in policy. But certainly he is 
right that the office of Attorney Gen-
eral is something special. 

We expect the Attorney General to 
care first and foremost about the rule 
of law and to represent all Americans 
as well as the President in upholding 
that rule of law. As a matter of fact, 
Senator LEAHY said—paraphrasing 
here—no position in the Cabinet is as 
important for evenhanded justice. I 
didn’t do him justice in paraphrasing, 
but I agree with that sentiment. 

It seems to me that people who focus 
on that issue now with respect to John 
Ashcroft would have a lot more credi-
bility in making their case against 
John Ashcroft if they had dem-
onstrated an equal concern for the rule 
of law in a whole variety of issues that 
involved the Clinton administration for 
the last 8 years. On this, many of his 
opponents have been relatively silent. 
Every single one of the Democrats in 
this body voted against the punish-
ment that the House of Representa-
tives offered forth with respect to the 
impeachment of President Clinton. 
That was all about the rule of law. As 
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it has transpired, the President has ad-
mitted to making knowingly false 
statements to officers of the court. 
This is not something which enhances 
the rule of law. Yet I heard all manner 
of excuses about the President’s con-
duct at that time. 

Nor have we heard much about the 
rule of law as to the current Attorney 
General’s refusal time after time after 
time to appoint special counsel or oth-
erwise look into what were clear viola-
tions of the law and very questionable 
conduct with respect to campaign con-
tributions, among other things. When 
her special counsel Charles LaBella 
recommended the appointment of a 
special prosecutor to look into this, 
when Louis Freeh, head of the FBI rec-
ommended the same, time after time 
Attorney General Reno said no. 

When we talk about politicizing the 
office of Attorney General, I think it is 
important for our Democratic friends 
to understand that Republicans have 
been concerned about the rule of law 
and the politicization of the Depart-
ment of Justice for a long time. We are 
anxious for an Attorney General to go 
into that office and, frankly, clean it 
up so that there isn’t the politics that 
has characterized it for the last 8 
years. 

It is hard for me to give much cre-
dence to those on the outside who ques-
tion whether John Ashcroft can do this 
and who question his commitment to 
the rule of law when, for 8 years, they 
have been silent about repeated mat-
ters involving very strong charges that 
the rule of law is violated by various 
people and an unwillingness on the 
part of the Attorney General to do very 
much, if anything, about it. 

Even the last act of President Clin-
ton in pardoning a whole group of peo-
ple has drawn very little criticism from 
our friends who are critical of John 
Ashcroft and are now very concerned 
about the rule of law. One of these was 
the pardoning of Marc Rich. A few of 
my Democratic Senate colleagues have 
been coached to come out with mild 
statements, or expressions of concern, 
about that pardon. I think that is ap-
propriate. There ought to be expres-
sions of concern about it. 

My point is that if we are going to 
talk about concern over the rule of law 
and how John Ashcroft as Attorney 
General will protect and preserve the 
rule of law in this country, then I 
think it behooves us to be consistent in 
our concern for the rule of law and 
apply it equally in the situation of the 
immediate past Attorney General. 

This is an example where I suspect 
many Americans look at this and say, 
well, I guess where you stand depends 
on where you sit. It is easy to criticize 
somebody on the other side. You don’t 
want to criticize somebody on your 
own side. That is a natural char-
acteristic of politics. But when we are 
talking about actually voting against 

John Ashcroft to be Attorney General 
of the United States, it seems to me 
that at last my colleagues who will 
have an opportunity to vote on that— 
and I now separate them from the spe-
cial interest groups about which I have 
been speaking—need to look at this 
carefully, look at what they have said 
about the rule of law over the last 8 
years, before they raise concerns about 
John Ashcroft and the rule of law. 

There has never been a more quali-
fied nominee for Attorney General 
than John Ashcroft and I doubt many 
with greater integrity. I know many 
Attorneys General have served with 
great integrity. Neither his integrity 
nor qualifications has been questioned. 
All it boils down to is that some people 
object to his conservative ideology. 

The President of the United States is 
elected, and I believe he has an oppor-
tunity to serve the American people 
and ability to do so in following 
through on his campaign commit-
ments, following through on his ideas 
of how we ought to proceed with public 
policymaking. The Attorney General 
will have something to say about that. 
But mostly, as Senator LEAHY said 
today, the Attorney General’s job is to 
administer the law. About that, there 
is no question where the President 
stands and where John Ashcroft stands. 

I urge my colleagues to think very 
carefully how a ‘‘no’’ vote on John 
Ashcroft would look perhaps 2 years 
from now, 5 years from now, 10 years 
from now. Will it look like a good call 
or will it look petty? Will it look like 
an act of statesmanship or will it look 
like an act of partisanship? I urge my 
colleagues to think very carefully 
about this vote before they cast it. 

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

NOMINATION OF GALE ANN NOR-
TON TO BE SECRETARY OF THE 
INTERIOR 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BYRD). Under the previous order, the 
hour of 2:04 having arrived, the Senate 
will now go into executive session and 
will proceed to the Norton nomination, 
which the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of Gale Ann Norton, of Colo-
rado, to be Secretary of the Interior. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah, Mr. BENNETT, is recog-
nized. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I un-
derstand there is to be 3 hours of de-
bate on this nomination to be equally 
divided, and my request is that I be al-
lowed such time as I may consume and 
to make it clear to my colleagues that 
I have no intention of coming close to 
the hour and a half that is allocated for 
our side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair should state that under the pre-

vious order there will be 3 hours of de-
bate equally divided between the chair-
man and the ranking member of the 
Energy and Natural Resources Com-
mittee. 

Under the previous order, there will 
now be 60 minutes to be equally divided 
between the two leaders, or their des-
ignees. The distinguished Senator from 
Utah is recognized during the period 
which is equally divided between the 
two leaders. 

Mr. BENNETT. I thank the Chair for 
the clarification. 

Mr. President, when I decided that I 
would run for the Senate, I had been 
out of any active kind of political in-
volvement for close to 18 years. 

I left Washington in 1974, the same 
year Richard Nixon, the President in 
whose administration I served, left 
Washington. I remember being in a 
taxicab in Burbank, CA, on my way to 
an airport to come back to Washington 
to pick up my family when on the radio 
playing in the taxicab Mr. Nixon an-
nounced his resignation from the Presi-
dency. At that time, I thought I would 
never return to anything connected 
with public life or politics and settled 
into a career as a businessman. 

But life has a way of changing things 
that we think are set in our lives. I 
found myself in 1991 contemplating a 
return to the political arena for the 
first time as a candidate for a serious 
office. I discovered in the 18-year hia-
tus since I had been gone that there 
were a number of issues I had not paid 
any attention to which were burning 
issues in the political arena of that 
time. One of them was clearly the ques-
tion of the environment and the use of 
public lands. 

In Utah, we have a tremendous num-
ber of public lands. Indeed, two-thirds 
of our State is owned by the Federal 
Government, and a large percentage of 
that which is owned by the State gov-
ernment is given over to State parks 
and other State land uses. One of the 
most inspiring of those State parks is 
known as Dead Horse Point. It is a 
place where you can go out and look 
over a huge vista way down below and, 
for reasons which I don’t understand, is 
named after a dead horse. 

As you stand on that point—Dead 
Horse Point—you get a picture of the 
grandeur that is available in south-
eastern Utah. As I went down in that 
area to look for votes, I discovered that 
one of the biggest controversies there 
was the question of an oil well built in 
an area that could be seen from Dead 
Horse Point. I went down there abso-
lutely determined that I would do 
whatever I could to see to it that there 
would be no oil exploration anywhere 
in an area that might despoil or dam-
age the glorious views of Dead Horse 
Point. 

When I got there, I found that the 
local Republican leaders were involved 
in the oil well. Indeed, the woman, 
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